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ABSTRACT

The possibility that children with learning
disabilities often have problems in social areas is evaluated. A
study to determine the peer popularity of children classified as
having learning disabilities is presented. An analysis of variance
was computed for votes received on scales of social attraction and
social rejection by learning-disabled and comparison children matched
on variables of sex, race, and classroom. The results indicated that
learning-disabled children, particularly white and female, were
significantly less attractive and more rejected than comparison
children. Alternative interpretations of these results are evaluated.
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tt has long been recognized that chlldren who fa!l to achleve academic skills
mani fest a wide vartety'of behavioral and Interpersonal difficultles. Whether one
studfes téa learning dlsabled or the reading fatlure; one thing is apparent, the
children ss labeled are often noted for thelr aversive behaviors. Such children are
characterfs2dd as hyperactlive, distractible, and having short sttentlion spans; npt to

mentlon thelr aggressiveness, emotional Ilablllty, and thelr Inablility to delay "

grat!flcattoh. There 15 not a virtue to be found on the 11st. It would seem reason=

able to assume that chlldren who are sharasterlzed as "Infant King Kongs" (Nehdér.i

1971) are experlencing interpersonal dlfflcultles. : »
Perhaps lt is Surprlslng. but dlagnosls and remedlatlon efforts lnvolvlng theSe

chlldren havcvbeen,prlmarlly,dlrected toward the chiid's academfc dlfftculttes. rather

'than toward his !nterpersonal ones, Little professional effo}t~ﬁas;been devotédjto;

‘the‘Understandlng and taming of the beast, The research project reported hsré re~

A

,fpresents “the results of a number of stud!es addressed to the SOclaI relatlonshlps

- of learning dtsabled chlldren, primarily defined as chlldren with readlng failuves.

‘*{_;dlsabled thldran to the affectlve states of others?

: gThree areés have been of concern. How do adults and peers vlew or reSpond to such

lchlldreh?‘ Haw do such children respond td peers? And, how sensltlve are learntng

3'The !nd!vldua._studles are now brlefly descrlbed wlth the current state o° the ,4{~1%



Fifteen of 16 elementary school districts In Evanston Schoo!l Dlstrict 65 par~
ticlpated in the varlous projects. The sample pool consisted of all the learning
disabled children In third, fourth and flfth grades‘who had 1Qs above 80 on an |
]ndlvldually adminlistered Intelllgence test and vho were recelving part time daily
asslistance from a learning disabliity teacher. As such we had 84 chlldren: 35
white males, 29 blaok males, 10 white and 10 black females.  Control children were
selected randomly from classmates who matched the learning disabllity subjects on
sex and race. Metropolitan Readlng and Mathematics Achlevement percentiie scores
were avallable for all of the chlldren. The reading and math scores of the learning
disabled chlldren were slgnlficantly lower than those of the control qroup (please
see Table 1).

Study 1: Peer Attitudes. The flrst study was a test of the assumption that

learning disabled children will be viewed as less desirable as playmates than other
children. A sociometric scale was administered to all of the 62,thlrd, fourth and
fifth grade classrooms In vhich chere was at least one learning dlisabled and one
control. The scale was a combination of two well known technljues, the Horeno Items, o
‘and tha Guess Who technlque. Children were asked to name classmates for sucn Itéma
as: 'name three children who are your friends...three chltdren you do NOT want to

: slt next to In class...who Flnds !t hard to stt stlll in class...who s handsome or

- - pretty...?. An Inltlal data anatysls was uscd to establlsh whlch Items were slgnlfl~df'f":

‘_}cantly correlated, and the degree to whlch posltlve and negatIVe statements were :

"»o'gorralated;} Thefposltlve Items correlated +, h7. the negatlve +. 58' the negatlve fﬁ E




3

The scores of learning dlisabled and comparison subjects werz derived on the
basis of the number of classmates who nom!nateo that subject on each ltem dlvlided by
the total number of votes cast on that Item. These percentages were transformed Into
arc sine equivalents for a three way anaiysls of varlance for group, sux and race.
Flrst, there was no slgniflcant main effect for race. Black children were nelther
more popu!ar nor rejected than whlte children. There was a slgnificant main effect
for group as tearning disabled subjects recelved significantly more votes on Soclal
" RejJectlon and slgnificantly fewer votes on Soclal Attractlon (please see Table 2),
The maln effect for group needs to bs Interpreted !In light of signlflcant inter-
actlons on group by race and group by sex. The group by sex Interactlion occurred on
the Social Rejectlon scale as learning disabled gliris received 13% of the votes com-
pared to control girls 053, learning disabled boys 05% and control boys 088 (F=l, 850,

.OS) The group by race effect indicates that white learning dlsabled children
recelve the greatest Aumbér ofnrejaet!cn and the fewest acceptance ratlngs. whereas
the white control chlidren recelve the fewest rejection and the most acceptance
natlngs. In effect learning disabled children, partlcularly white ones, or giris,

are less accepted and more rejected than comparison peers. Thelr peers describe

‘them as scared, unhappy, worrled children who are not des!rable playmates. The onty .

ltem which falled to distlnguish these groups ‘of chlldren was that deslgned to assess

| hyperactlvlty.“

Study 11 Repllcatlon of the soc!ometrlc stugx,, ln'order to’determfne'the peer”;,gj;

- ,ei status of such chlldren on a Iongltudlna! basss, the soclometr!c scalc was read~ 7¢~ .




and learning disabled children recelved 113 of the Rejectlon votes comoared to 05%
for the gontrols (F=14.,003, p£.001). There was no maln effect or Interactions

for sex but there were only 4 girls, It should be noted that of these 20 classrooms, .
9 classes In which there were 13 learning disabled subjects had undergone over 75%
change in classmates and an additlonal six classroomé had changed composition 50-
-75%. Parenthetlically, thls Is not llp-service rejection. AThere Is evidence to
suggest that learning disabled children are twice as llkely to be Ignored by class-
mqtes and teachers than comparison chlldren (Bryan, 1974). The reading fallure

. <apprears to be a soclal fallure as well,

Study 3: Behavioral correlates of Attractlon and Rejectlon. The soclometric

studies have demonstrated that the Iearnlng dlsabled chiid Is relatively more re-
Jected by hls peers than are non-disabled chlldren. Several Investigations have
ylelded evidence which lead one to suspect that teachers do not 1Ike,these children

| elther. Keogh and Tchir (1972) found that teachers view the learning disabled child
as aggresSIve and hyperactlve, whiie Bryan and McGrady {1972) found thet teaohers
descrlbe them as less tactful and less soclally acceptable than peers. !ndeed it
would sppear that even thelr parents are not pant!cular!y proud of them, Ind!catlng

| that they feel less affectlon for them than for thelr slbltngs (Owen, Adams, Forrest

~ Solz and Flsher, . | ‘ ~

| The problem of courso Is to Isolate those behavlors thch produce such rejectld”

'ljgﬁby others.' There ls,evldence thch suggests that ln generel peer popularlty and
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Ninety of the children who participated on the flrst soclometrlc study served
in this study. Thirty were learning disabled, thirty were classified "potent!al
learning dlsabled" (on the baslis of Metropolltan Reading Achievement percentlle
scores below 35) and thirty were controls (above the 35th percentlile on the Metro- .
politan). These same chlldren were subgrouped according to soclometrlc status. '
Popular subjects were those who were below the group mean on ReJection and above the
mean on Attraction (N=30), Sallent chitdren werefthose who recelved a lot of votes
on both Attractlon and Rejectlon (scores above the group mean on both scales; h-lh).
lSolated chltdren were those who recelved few scores from classnateb on both Rejec? ' |
tion and Attractlon scales (N=29). while Rejected chlldren were those who recelved P
a lot of votes on Rejectlon but few votes on Attractlon (N=17, above the mean on

reJectIon, betow the mean on attractlon)

Ninety second graders, matched to subjects’for sex and race, Weresrandomly‘~‘
saelected to Interact with the subject. | |

Each subject was brought Indlviduatlyssona’ labOrbtory' traller pa'rked- on: schbol \
grounds and taught to play an experlmental bowllng game.~ After the chlld had e |
: chance to play the game the experimenter told hlm that another chlld was comlng to e

) ,play the game. but she did not have enough tlme to teach the other chlld how to }l ,,lf!;a

o play. The subject was asked to teach the second grader to play the game whlle thel7ﬂob;3f

o jfexperlmenter left to run an errand. The lnteractlon whlcb took place ahlle the

fjsecond grader pleyed the game,w‘s>vlde'taped from an adjolnlng room by a COncealedTV
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Help, Positive and Hegative Relnforcements. Scores were computed by dividing the

total nu@ber of ten second intervals In which a particular behavior occurred by
the total number of Intervals recorded. The percentages were transforméd Into arc
- sline equ;valents for a two way analysis of.varlance for group llearning &iSablgd,
potenttal learning disabled and control) and for soclometric status (pop;Iak, salient,
Isolated and rejected). A
Alas, there were no differences found on any of the behavioral dimensions for
learning disabled, potential learning disablded and conttol groups. Likewlse, posi-
tive relnforcements falled to distinguish yroups or soc!ometrlc.statUS groups. We
did get a significant dlfference for Soc!ométrlc groups for NegétIVe Relnforcements.
0f the four groups, only one, the Rejected, sald anything negative, but this occurred
50 Infreqdently (§"002%, Fult,951, p<003) that in spite of signlficant p level It
Is hard to get excited. Maybe It means that one need not be nasty very often to be
reJeCted. ; |
Wa did get one other signiflicant result, but thie was contfa}y to our expecta-
~tions, There were soclometric group dlffcrences on making Task Related Statements’
as proportlons of time engaged ln thls activity were Sallent - 823, ReJected - 81%,
'Popular - 62% and Isolated - 65% (F-Z 650, p<.05). We had deflned Task Related

-VStatements as a type of helplng behavlor which would be welcomed by the younger i

‘chlld. lt meqnt the subJect was. glvlng contlnued polnters on how to. play the. game 3ﬁ ‘ff

 "~ff¥ﬂ and seemed to us lntrlnsicallY good WhY th‘" "°“'d the t“° s°°'°m°t"° groups who
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On the whole, these results‘were very dlsappolntlng.’ Negat!ve reinforcements
hardly ever occurred, positive reinforcements were slgnlflcant only In thelr Inslg
nlflcance, ond task related statements 1ooked aversIve on a post hoc basls. Mora
frustrating was that we belleved we could see dlfferences In the behaviors of the
learning disabled and comparison children. We also recognized that we might be
suffertng an advanced case of experimenter bias. Rather than allow these Inslgnlfl~
cant F's to go unchallenged and a favored hypothesis to dle quletly, we‘declded to
see If we were hallucinating dIfferences or whether other people nnfamlllar with
vthe project would see the same thing as we,

Studx‘h' Stranggrs' "lnstant Dlagnosis' of Learnlng Dlsabllltles. We randomly

salected 22 of the vldeotaped Interactions, 11 lnvoivlng the learn!ng disabled, the o
remalnlng the control children. The quallty of the tapes were far worse than Nixon's a d
tapes. The mlcrophone. placed beneath the bowllng game, magnlfled the sound of the .
‘ball rolllng down the alley, the sound of the fluorescent Ilghts and alrp!anes tn' 7
'passlng by. The camera was. statlonary $o If chlldren m0Ved out of range we could
only guess what they were dolng. | : : :y" ’

Thd tapes were shown to eollege students major|ng In Secondary Educatlon. They'{fd f
o were asked to rate the chltdren who p\ayed the teacher on LY Items each lnvolvlng a .

seven pqtnt sca!e ranglng from extreme agreement to extreme disagreement., The ; ‘¢fifffn;

'#irStatements were concerned with the chlld‘s thslcal appearance, speech and Ianguage.§7°“‘
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disabled and control chlldren;. Leavnlng dlsabled ¢hildren recelved slgnlflcantlv
lower: #atlngs*than the-edntidl ond! dn ratings of speech and language (F=6. 860,
p<.02), academic achlevement (F=8 211, p¢.01), attractlveness to peers (F=7. h32.
p<.01) and the sum of the four ftems (F=8.369, pg.01). Physical attfactlveness was
the only item whick dld not distinguish among groups. There were no signifleant
results for the soclometrlic status groups. o

Thus, strangers to learning and reading problems, inexperienced at evaluation,
Inexperlenced In deallng with young children, could view this short, poor quallty .
tape of play behavlor-and differentlate learning disabled and coﬁparlson children.
Just how these dlfferent!atlons are made remalns a mystery.

StudxﬁS‘ Perception of nonverbal soclal communication: The Kiddlepons. Thus

far measures have been descrlbed of adult and peer attltudes toward and perceptions
of learping disabled and comparison chIld(en. in this next study the’focus was
placed upon learning disabled chlldren's perceptlons of others. For thils purpose.
a test wao used which was devised by Professor Robert Rosonthal whlch has become
known as the Klddiepons. The test consists of afllm and an audlotape. The flim
has forty segments which dlsp!ay an adutt female exprosslng elther posIg!ve or '
,negatlve affect comblned wlth domlnance or submlsslve expressions._ Exampies of

: 'sltuatlons are~ a) posltlve/domlnant~- an expresslon of motherly Iove; b) posltive/:;

:'ff}=submlssive - express!ons of gratltude, c) negatlveldomlnant - nagglng a chltd.“}&




indicate en a questlotinalre which one of two statements best describes the scenario.
To ensure that children could read the questionnalre statements the mach!ne was
stopped Immedlately preceding the scenarlo and the statements read aloud by’the
experlmenter.' |

The Kiddlepons was administered to 25 Ieernlng disabled and 11 ¢tontrol children.
The results indicated signiflicant differences in the accuracy of‘cholces made .
COntrol‘chIldren performed with greater accuracy than learning dlsabled subjJects.
The normal children attalned 67.8% acturacy; 1eérnlng disabled children attained
60.1% accuracy (F=13.77, p€.001). There wote no race dlfferences, no interactlons,
and no slgnlflcant modallty differences although audttory accutacy was 1ower than
video accuracy for both groups. | ' o

The State of the Notion. The ;esults of the seclometrle studles lndlcate that
learning dlsabled ch!ldren are Iess acceptable and hlghly rejected by peers.f They

are characterlzed as worrled. Scared. dtrty. unhappv, ‘they are not noted for hyper- ot

act!vlty. Whlle there are slgnlflcant readlng and math achlevement score dlfferences~ ;
between learnlng dlsabled and compallson chlIdren; these do not predlct ln any one
eto one fashlon popularlty or re)ectloh ratlngs. Black~learnlng dlsabled chlldren |
o _have much lower readlng and math ucores than white learnlng d!sabled chlldren, but
’ “fhthey are not as rejected. The greatest reJectlon seems to be dlrected to whlte ;; t;t‘:
?,flearnlng dlsabled females, | Ceg e k

ltf}

notable that tﬁlsvschool dlstrlct haS’had 8 racle! Integrat!onﬁprogram
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~personally? Are white chlldren more rejected because they fall to meet others' ex-
pectancles of school achlievement; while not so much is expacted of black chl!dren?
Are black and whlte chlldren referred for spec!a! hglp, diagnosed and treated,on
basIcal}y different grounds?. | |
In:anY case, college students "Instent dlagrosis' suggests that learning

disabled chlldren are behaving differently from and are seen as less deslirable

than comparfson children. On a post hoc basls we bellave that the differences be-
Ing detected relate to two factors. One is language. Ve thlnkdlearnlng dissbled
chitdren differed from comparison children in thelr varbal ablllity to comminicate a
message eccurately and oompletely. The second factor, we think, !srthe’subjects'

affective Invdlvement with others. The learning disabled child appeared to be more

egocentric and less able to understand and respond to the interests of others. The

basls. of this notlon was the Intruslve quality of learning dlsa:!ed subjects be-
havior when they would take over the game by playlng the younger chlld's trla!s,

by contlnuing to plck up the ball for the Other chitd, by repeatlng lnstructlons

after they had obvlousiy been understood, or, by dlsengagement and dlslnterest ln
: _the younger chlld's fortunes. G ,

| That learnlno dIsabled chlldren may be more egocentrlc and less attuned to

-7t;th° affectlvo states of others was supported by the KIDDIEPONS data. The KlDDlE- -

JZ‘ POMS results Indlcated that these children are less competent than peers ln thelr  }w
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,affectlve states, It Is also quite clear that teachers, parents, and peeis make
' negative evaluatlons of these chlldren atthough the bases upon which thete nega‘ '

tive judgment! dre made remaln 'to be determlhed.













